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This study investigated 34 selected teacher

charactetisticds that relate to cognitive and/or affective learning in

.elementary school. A questionnaire for idemntifying aracteristics of

effective teachers was developed and distributed to £ifty graduating

student teachers. Three guestionnaires were excluded beca se they

signified "None" on the questionnaire, indicating that no eIElentary

_ teacher had significantly motivated them 13 a "positive . way. Each- item

"~ on the questionnaire was given .an affective, cognitive, or both

, cognitive and affective categorization. The Chi Square test for
significance a2t the .DE. level vas used. Of the 34 items included in
the study, 27 were found to be s1gnif1cant It was found that all 47
students” selected both affective\and cognitive categories of .
influence. The study indicated that the motivating teachers were seen
in a similar fashien by their. ind1v1dua1 pupils. The findings :
' suggested a picture of a_.teacher who is confident about - 2
‘himself/herself‘anﬂ“aﬁieﬁfo relate in a meaningful wvay to others by ‘.
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e - \ Teacher Characteristics and Their

Relatlonshlp to Cognltlve and/or Affective
Learning in Elementary School

v
<y

CAROL HUREWITZ | PAUL HUREWITZ
Adelphi University’ , : © ' City University

Model development in education 1s in #ts 1nfant stage.

‘The development of models in psvchology (Freudlan and Rogerian)

has had heuristic value because.lt enabled ;esearchers.to deflne

¥

“the variables which he1p~tb develop.effective’interaction. The'
Afleld of educatlon could benefit from model development, especlally

vmodels Wthh have been based upon phenomenologlcal datag of - effectlveness.

.Medley (1973) believed that emplrlcal'data is absent and.

‘yet v1ta11y needed to c1ar1fy profess1ona1 competencles. Further

.he stated that teacher education curriculums have not been emplrlcally

1

“shown to relate to teacher effectlveness in any 1arge degree.

Pressures have recentlj come to Qear from state legislatures -

/.

'requlrlng teacher educat;on programs to have a performance base. : .

i

Through?out the country, as educators begln to redes1gn their programs,.

there w111 be an 1mmed1ate need for research in teacher effectlveness.

s

- Mltzel (1960) 1ndlcated that three cr1ter1a should be used
for assess1ng and predlctlng geacher erfectlveness- (1) product |

criteria (pupllxchange_ln growthJ attitudes and behavior), (2)‘processA

criteria (classroom behavior such as interactions .of pupils and

.fteacher, rapport with discipline of-pupils, individualiéation'

» ¢ ) i . A; 'i N ’ N - l‘
- of instruction), and (3) presage criteria (teacher characteristics

such as knowledge, achievement,. social skills, 4and personal adjustment).
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The present study format collected data on product criteria and
presage cr1ter1a through the use of the research questlonnalre.
‘Ryans (1960) assessed such teacher qualltles as-"frlendly,

[N

warm, and understandlng respons1b1e, businesslike and systematlc,

- stlmulatlng, 1mag1nat1Ve, and'enthusiastic,‘ and . found that

. puplls behav1or a* the elementary level seemed more reactive to. the

teachers'/behaV1or, than secondary students.

1

Certalnly, Ryans,prov1des another set of guldellnes in- the
affect1ve area of teacher effectlvenesS. .

Hall s (1970) research 1nd1cated that certain teachlng
styles arejrelated to cognltlve ard affectlve'learnlng and he
found teachers‘ style is a good predlctor of certain klnds of
cognltlve ano affectlve learnlng. ‘The - present study approached
th1s area from a d1fferent p01nt however, the data can be cdmpared

| N P

in terms of cognltlve and affectlve/learnlngs. .

Ros enshlne (1971) reviewed flftyone stud1es of the relatlons
between speclflc teacher behav1or and student achlevement, and
observeo that these findings are more s1gn1f1cant than studles

of the effect of teacher personallty and background varlables

Tollefson (1973) found that student perception of the charac~ "

ter1st1cs related to effectlve teachlng were 1ndependent of student
characterlstlcs "A warm, understandlng teacher who llkes students
and 1s able to relate to them- was considered effectnve by thesekb

~students." Although the 1643 hlgh school student had a range in

ﬂyegrades, different feellngs about school , and came.from a Varlety

' :of backgrounds, they all shared common perceptlons regardlng Lhe

effectlve teacher. Interpersonabncons1deratlons outwelghed procedural

“
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‘Subjects'“
were on campus for their final class (N=50). The student teachers s

'completed”tﬂeir practice teaching in elementary”schools.~Nigety

fProcedure

' abstractedffrom studies’ bv'quns'(1960) Mltze1 (]960) and Soars

. some 1tems were deleted ‘. T . '!.

-and methodological considerations.' , T

: Huﬁger,College in 1969 by P. Hurewitz. o L = ‘ o

"*thousand students at ‘HuntetiloTTepge .~

;o o -3-

'The‘prSeht study attempted to fill the'gap suggested Dby - h
the literature and,specifically focussed on behavior correlates of

cognitive and/or affective learning.

S o~ METHO S

The population consisted ofdail the stﬁdent.teachers who

N L s ek s v reter e e e e e e s

were all graduating seniors or graduate students, who had just

L

percenL of the populatlon were females. Several groups wefe'bgf

+

campus that day and were not 1ncluded

e A11 were ellplble for state certlflcatlon -indicating at

least mlnlmal expertlse in the fleld\

An 1nstrument for 1denthy1ng characterlstlcs of effectnve

feachers was devo]oped The charaoterlstlcs of the instrument were

A

(1964), Tollefson (1973) and Amldon and Flanders (1963), Alexanderl

(1960) and the Motlvating Teachers’ Questlennalre developed at

ata

The T.E.P. format was the one which was basically used
for purposes of .this study, with some modifications.. All of the items
suggested‘by_theffesesrchers were included in the M T. Q format.

The dlre:*lons were modlfled for. the purpose oF this study, andg

[

The orlglnal 1nstrument was tested and us d w1th severa]

® for further information contact the authorpv
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Fifty questionnaires were distributed. Of these, three

were excluded because they signified, "NONE" on the questibnnaire,
, > Lud y sig he g _

inchating that no elementary teacher had-signifiCantly motivated

.them 1n a pOSltlve way .
The populatlon was sorted according to. Lhe questlonnalre.

Each item was glven~an affectlve,,cognltlve, or._ Doth cognitive and

affectlve categorlzatlon. oo _ . .

Studentswere asked to "check each category that was motivated
or 1nf1uenced by the teocher you selected " Some sample statements
:were- An 1nterest in 1earn1ng about a partlcular subJect a des1re
to help others, and helped . the student to feel more self confldent.,

k] /

The null hypotheses that were tested in thlS study were:
The“e are no 51gn1f1cant dlfferences between the observed
frequencles of responses to cat/gor12atlon of adJectlves
'assoc1ated with affectlvetlearnlng}‘anq the.expected
frequencies»of respOnses-to’categoriZation of ad jectives -
associated with affective 1earn1ng ‘ ’."_ ' ‘ v
'Thore arc/po s:gn1flcant d]fferences between the observed
’Frequencles of rosponses to categorlzatlon of ad]ecttves
assoc1ated with cognitive learning, and&the expected frequenclcs,

?

of resporises Lo categorlzatlon of adJectlves assoclatedv

“with cognwtlvc 1earn1ng
The Ch1 Squaﬁe test for 51;nlflcance at the 05 1evc] was
the statlstlcal procedure usoo |
The ratlonale for usang Chi Square, a non paramerrlc |
technlque was that the datq ool“ected was nom1na1 in nature (Yes,

';WQQMNQ)J_AWQHQQK;}HNQAthﬁfMQQﬁQEE%Y§MQT,affeCtlve column 51901f19d

¢
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a, "Yes™ response, a blank signified a, "No"

Thelvariables which Were consldered for this stud

Independent =34 individual characterlstlcs

Dependent = statlsticallv 81gn1flcant cognltlve and/or affedthe

.1earn1ng outcomes.

It was found that all forty seven students selected boﬁh
affectlve and cogn%ttve categorles of 1nf1uence | |

There are s1gn1f1cant dlfferences between the observed
frequenc1es of~ responscs to categorlzatlon oi adJectlves assoc1ated
w1th affnctlve 1earn1ng and those ass001ated w1th cognltlve 1earn1
and the expected frequenc1es of responses to,these categorlzatlons.\
Of a total of Bﬁ 1tems, only seven of the adJectlves were not s1gn—‘

ificant ‘at the

RESULTS'

»

.05 1evol of confldence for either cognltlve or'.

affect;ve areas

Those 1temo were

Imaginativej

Critical Thinker
setf- Controlled

‘The other 27 1tems ﬁere s1gn1flcant at a level of Oq or

bettery N1neteen of the adgectlves were s1gn1f1cant at the

Critical -

1eve1 (See Table 4).

percentage of s1gn1flcant affective items, as compared with the

total percentage of. s1pn1f1cant¢bognrtlve 1tems. There was approx1mate1y

a 2: 1 ratlo..

@

Eight

-,

Of interest, was the hlgh proportlon (Table 1) of the*total.

-

adjectives were seen as significant in both the
e T2 e i e T - '

*affective and cognitive domain.

Persistent .

¥

P

(Se e Soee 7/{) et

response.

Easy—going

were: '

.
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'Tmn ad jectives, "Aﬁthoritafiénvand Systematicﬁ,fecéived
a negéﬁive signifiqance at the .01 level in the‘affective‘domaini‘
. The,cogﬁiti&é items showed no siénificant_negative differehces, |
“These items were not‘related,vbutvrather; were;negative descfiptive

bchargc;eristicsrcf affective teachers.'The degfee of negativism'
is related because it was significantly below the expected frequency.
The more one describes "affective" the less the term "authoritafian<

- and - systématic" will appear.

-
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- TABLE I

TOTAL PERCVNTAGEQ OF SlGNIFICANT ITEMS
RESPONDED TO AT THE .05 LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE OR BETTER

Categdry Of.ad;gctive EoL -
Cognitive 35%
: - o

S CAffective— 62%- -

Table 1 shows that the st&dents responded almost two times as much -
to the adgeet1Ves in affectlve terms as compared to cognltlve terms.

| TABLE 2 T |
FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF SIGNIFICANT ITEMS
X b ‘ ; ' .

L
No.of items | Level of Sig. Cognitive .~ Level 9§_§Lg
24 Lo 9 - J001
b N 1 N o} |
s s | 2 . los
33 A N T
22 U L )
3 %7‘(’“1 . N . ] 2 ’ o /i”
'foéctivo Lgy@1 ofs Sip. //
15 e .00t |
3 -~ . . -O] N
3 S .05
= Y

* for 68‘p0ssibie3fesPoﬁses (34 Yes, 34 No)
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 RANK ORDER OF COGNITIVE. ADJEGTIVES

>

s Rank  Item. S "% of *esponse  Level of $ig. ~

A ———f?-Stimulating 85,11 _...001 . .
e o : 32 Knowledge in subJect 82.98 o L0or s T T
N RCENEENMNE® = § =1 = SRIMELLUTIE T R R

P A T e

27 ®ncouraging = - 82.98 = 001 - ,;:,,,.

|

- - ~. 6 Responsible: 7 ———80.85 -~ 001
\ 28 Helpful - 80.85 A .0013 )
| o . -8 Systemq@&é’ 74.47 . .00 <
i .25 Praised students 74.47 - 001,
' 29 Confident - - 74,47 . - - 001

- 18 Patient,, . - ' 70.21
- 7ABu81noqq11ke , 65.96 ' 05
15 Respectful of students 65.96. ." . .05 —

2

2

3

3

4 '
b 4 - 24 Fair - 74,47 : - .001
. 4 - o

4

5

6

6

| RANK ORDER OF ATFECTIVE ADJECTIVES  / ~ .,

15 Respectful of students '89.36 . 001
16 Cheerful . . 89.36 + .001
18 Patient.. 7 89.36 : 001 R Y
19 Considerate - 89.36 L .001 S
1- Made students feel 87.23 -, 001 T o
Aimportant ¢ o .
4 Friendly T 87.23 - .00y
14 Sense of humor: 85.711 . L.0m '
.17 Generous S ~85.11 001 -
24 Fair . o 85.11 001
r J-Understandlng 0 80.85 _ 001 e
20 Sincere . ‘80.85 , 001 . °
" 23 Sociable 80.85 001 o
‘27 Fncouraging. .,72.72 L 0Mm , o
22 Sympathetic , 78.72 - ~ . 001 ' :
'29 Confident ' : T4.47 001 ‘ |
: 25 Fraised Students o 72.34 ‘ 01
. 30 calm - - 12,34 .01 ‘ R
| 28 Helpful ‘ 70.21: A 01 - o
9 Revealed oneself ' 65.96 ' .05 . "
10 Open-minded 65.96". - .05 . ’
* 11 Encouraged 1nd1V1Lua1— 65.96 . 05
. ,1 ry RO, o : .
8 Systematic : 29.79 01,0 o
33 Authoritarian 29.66 - - .01 hegal:va Slg
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| TABLE 4 R
IEVELS oF smwrxcmcxz AND PERCENTAGE or ALL TTEMS

T Trem S . 'No. of Times Chosen - % o |
ST I - Affective - Cognitive Affeative'1Cognitive :

Made students f@@l 1mportantA 42 23 - 87. 23*%“* 48.94 ‘
Stimulating .29 0 - 40 61,70 85,1 Ttatoy
' 3T o 300 0 65,960 63.86
: 41 - 23 87.23%vn . AR.94

38T 29 8ﬂg8§»i e 61,700 0

B+ ,5ponq1h10 o o 28 v 18 « 59, 57 B0, 85k -

7. Businesslike —- ST 9 s Y3t 19015 65,969

" 8. Systemaric . X .35 L 29.79% T4 AT
9. Revealed onesell v 31 20 ¢ . 65.96%% 42,55 - v
10. Open-minded ‘ , 031 26 - 65.96% . 55,32
- 11, Eneouraged 1nd1x1dualltv ' 31 28 65,96 - 59,57
—-w- 127 'Critical thinker . 17" 0 26 (.36.17 - 5745
’ .13. Self-controlled v .26 - L' 36 55432 " 55,32
- 14, Sense of humor . 40 1 28 © 85,119wst w 59 57

15, Respectiul o‘_qtudpnts ’ L 42 } 31 -~ 89,367 65,9650k

1A, Cheerful = . 42 25 0 89,36 53,19

‘17. Generous = o] 40 o260 B5. 1T 53,320

18. Patient« . : A2 33 88,36y 70,21
. 19. Considerate - =~ = S 42 26 - 89.3&6%emr 55,32

2Q. Sincere S . 38 27 v R0 . 85w 57, 45

21, Critieal - = .- N 27 . 3607 57.45
22, Sympathetric ' ' .37 . 25 e 78,728k 53,19
~.. 23, Sdciable S - 38 : 19 - 80,858 40,47
0 2% Fair o : 040 - .35 B5. 1188 TH 4T ek

25, Praised students ' - 34 35 72,348 T4 4T
26._szﬁlflﬁnt : AT 27 36,17 5?,45 "
- . 27. Encouraging - A 37 - 39 T8 T 2R B, Q8
. 28, Telplul 33 38 70.21%% . 80, 85
. 29, Coniident R - .35 0 - & 3% Th 4T ewe . TH AT deedest

30. Calm | 34 S 26 723G 55,32 0
"31. Tively o v - 30 . 29 63.83 61.70

32, Knowledge of qubw@ot area 15 , 349 31.91 . 8.4 o
33. Aux ho“lrarman /, 13 ~ 20 27.66% 42. ”r -]
34,Easy ﬁoypﬁ cemw 2 : 30 N + 20 T 63.83 44,?5 D
sl 001 lnvel of 51yn1j1cancn ' .

*%% 01 level of significance . : C R

“H .05 level. of s1gn1f1van00 . '
% ‘.01 level of significance - e

\‘,
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. Th? prepanﬁeramce of Ltvms at thﬁ .001 leval geemed to .
Qandluate that thzs ﬂﬂpﬂl&tl@ﬁ saw rhexr awn 1nd1vxduak matxvatiﬂg SRR

.

teaﬁhers in a 51mxlaf/%a%ﬁ1ﬁn, - aarvel - the charaotﬁrlstxvq thdY‘SGGMPd

e

‘to mot1va&’t?¢m weré qapnlfzéannly slmllar for gach nther» ¢b11&fsan

N

5 . I

‘,(197?) natpd imzlar tlndmmgs in his. qtudg of ‘hizh gehocl ﬁtudanrs,

and fnund they 611 shar@ﬂ common percoptlﬁns regardmng thp pffeatlve

'teacher* The most important finding was. that th%e students dﬁflﬂ@d

X

“effective ?eaﬁh"g in f@ﬁm% of,
q .

“how he feels about students arld-about being a t@achﬂr...f
"In the purrent %xudy

1nf1uenc@ the sampxﬁ prnnw in

‘ They were: .

.

Respecttul of studﬂntg

Patlent-
Fair®
Pnrhaps for ti

Y

confzdent

meanznpfui way to nthﬂr, bv bn:ng ros pa@tfn*

praisxng;,@ncouraggng,

"~ dealt with the internal qnafity ot thﬁ t@a@h@r

1

W

to item #1,

’

of the nmomilation

Rt oL

- #17 Engaurapxnﬁ,

8 proup,, WY*.éfm picture

zhout hxmsﬁTf

all dealt with things he
of making people feel rood abont themselves. A1l

"macie students feel Tm

anel wan

“How a t@aeher reﬂatﬁd to qtuﬁamt&;

FY

_— . .
8 ot

tHere W?Tﬁ elght 1tomq whxch S@@m@d L0

hoth eﬂgnlﬁzv@ aﬁi qifeet1vv arﬂaQ.
Vo |
#15 Pra%sed students #23

#27 L oot

nhow

Confident #29

. o

#24 H@lpﬁgi o «”Zd o - s

‘a rteachér who was

. o
(#29) avd therefore, able td relate in'a
S ¢

L]

patiﬁnt, tair, .

and hnlpiul. Only 1rﬁm #29, (bomfi&énﬁ)

The @fh@r i toms

soild do for otherd, They were aTl'ways

seenm o be reolated

tmportant? , which was rated by 47.23%

simmificant &tifhﬂ 001 level of contidence.
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in

4 and T@r rhzs partxtulqr gr@np, durzﬂg tMar eariﬁ pertoa Qf th@lr IIV@M,
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"codpetency baeéd taa@hzuw“ HOW@VQ?, this srudv. and ethers 1nd;oaté h,79~

rhat rher@~1g %n awar@ﬂegs ofﬁ$erqaﬂa11%y as an’ influnnﬂe*in‘learnlna,a»fja

I3
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o e T SN T e
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Are WP;‘Wlthlﬂ egr :n tltutIOﬁ uf leaxnlng, trying 0 éevalap'

"'-»xv....*._

1nd1v1duaﬁs who, "fﬁ@1 gnod ab@mt Lhems&lve ”@)I@“th is Lnner étrﬂngth;fwﬁ°’

)

som@rhlng we tan~de¥@10ﬁ in our 5&h0@13$ Shpﬁidcp@rsonaixry dEVQIOpm@nt

be rnolud@d\@@ a gknll, mhn@h potﬁﬁm1al fﬁa@?bra hfad in urdﬂr to hﬁlp ,
- |3 : ; s B,
) ) ' * ' . S ) . w

vhm?ﬂr@n tm ﬁrow._  S f7.e S

Impllﬂd nﬁ tha afnd» 1% that teaﬁh@fh can. b@@amﬁ more. @inQELVO'

~

by hpocmgng vvﬂfﬁ n* lhﬁm%ﬁ1Vﬁ“ mu& zhﬁ wmp@*?ﬁmvﬁ @* tn.x iﬂtorw&taaﬂ
wxrh thoir ﬁfmden s &  | .
. . 3 A

'S, TV, as wwd7ny (1®/3) ‘observed, that Gdﬁhﬂr educarion FUP?Y(M?HmH o

L S

hava nat heen ﬂmp «allv shown to relate rﬂ tenshﬁr 5ﬁ§ff11V@ﬂﬁgf in

,x -

_éﬂyﬂ]a?bn dwwr@n,tvuax changes are rn%iwd fﬁr f rhﬂ college currieulams, -

Th@‘ﬂnQVQrglty @f‘MQSSH(hH%&tFN and the anv¢rﬁ1ﬁv ﬁi Georgia are
pr &ﬁﬂtlv including p@f@@ﬂﬁ?itv @@Mpwn@nt&'mn fh@lf’t@a@h@f @du@ari@n

prnﬂ amq. Thnv azn h@p1nn1mp to hmndﬂﬁ the mm@tn-dnmouta@wal @ﬁﬁn«@«

. .
of imaﬁhﬁw ﬂffﬁﬁflvﬂuh% on, pww1 ﬂ«hu@xFWPnao The stiudy has implicat fons

f?gxé; yzcllncv at 1(y1} I%r»zsaw*nznt\znu 8 s xﬁa«ﬂx' 1xaxaﬂ&a3gnt o n g»nwaszx?;mr of | tiiltﬂﬂﬁf for v
‘g - ) . .
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emnlrlcal data rather than bellefs and ccnjecture. ‘”'?‘. }‘ : iy
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